


















































































































































































































































Table 3.1
Need/Resource Capacity Category Definitions

The need/resource capacity index, a measure of a district's ability to meet the needs of its students
with local resources, is the ratio of the estimated poverty percentage' (expressed in standard score
form) to the Combined Wealth Ratio® (expressed in standard score form). A district with both
estimated poverty and Combined Wealth Ratio equal to the State average would have a need/resource
capacity index of 1.0. Need/Resource Capacity (N/RC) categories are determined from this index
using the definitions in the table below.

Need/Resource Definiti

efinition

Capacity Category
High N/RC Districts

New York City New York City

Large City Districts Buffalo, Rochester, Syracuse, Yonkers

Urban-Suburban All districts at or above the 70th percentile (1.1855) that have: 1) at
least 100 students per square mile; or 2) an enrollment greater than
2,500 and more than 50 students per square mile.

Rural All districts at or above the 70th percentile (1.1855) that have: 1) fewer
than 50 students per square mile; or 2) fewer than 100 students per
square mile and an enrollment of less than 2,500.

Average N/RC Districts All districts between the 20th (0.7693) and 70th (1.1855) percentile on
the index.

Low N/RC Districts All districts below the 20th percentile (0.7693) on the index.

! Estimated Poverty Percentage: A weighted average of the 1998-99 and 1999-2000 kindergarten through grade
6 free-and-reduced-price-lunch percentage. (An average was used to mitigate errors in each measure.) The
result is a measure that approximates the percentage of children eligible for free- or reduced-price lunches.

2 Combined Wealth Ratio: The ratio of district wealth per pupil to State average wealth per pupil, used in the
1998-99 Governor's proposal.
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2 Student Demographics

In Fall 2000, 41.3 percent of public school stul]
dents attended school in New York City and the
Large City Districts (Table 3.2). The Average
N/RC category includes 361 districts; almost one-
third of the State’s public enrollment attended these
schools. There were 135 districts in the Low
N/RC category. More than one in eight students
(13.5 percent) attended school in a Low N/RC Dis[]
trict.

TABLE 3.2

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF DISTRICTS,
SCHOOLS, AND ENROLLMENT BY
NEED/RESOURCE CAPACITY CATEGORY
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Outside the Big 5 districts, the High N/RC
Districts are divided into two subcategories: urban-
suburban and rural. The urban-suburban subcat
egory includes 43 districts. The rural subcategory
includes 159 small, sparsely populated districts.
More than one-half (55.2 percent) of the State’s
public enrollment attended schools in districts with
less than average capacity to meet their needs
through local resources. The urban-suburban and
rural districts enrolled 13.9 percent of public school
students.

English Language Learners

Part 154 of Commissioner’s Regulations del’
fines students with limited English proficiency
(LEP) as students who, by reason of foreign birth
or ancestry, speak a language other than English
and (1) either understand and speak little or no En’
glish or (2) score at or below the 40th percentile
on an English language assessment instrument.
Another term popularly used for these students is
English language learners (ELLs). Identified stul’
dents are entitled to special instructional and as[]
sessment services to assist them in learning En[]
glish and achieving objectives in other academic
areas.
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In Fall 2000, statewide, 8.4 percent of public
school students were identified as ELLs (Table
3.3). These students were concentrated in New
York City, where public schools enrolled 78.7 per[’
cent of all identified ELLs attending State public
schools. ELLs made up 17.8 percent of New York
City’s public school enrollment and 8.4 percent of
Large City District enrollment. About 10 percent
of ELLs attended schools in Average or Low
N/RC Districts.

I
TABLE 3.3

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PUBLIC
SCHOOL ENGLISH LANGUAGE
LEARNERS BY LOCATION
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Racial/Ethnic Group Enrollment

Minority students attending public schools
were overrepresented in districts that serve large
percentages of students in poverty (Table 3.4). In
Fall 2000, over 76 percent of minority students at[’
tended schools in the Big 5 districts. Another nine
percent attended schools in other High N/RC Dis[]
tricts (eight percent in urban-suburban districts and
one percent in rural districts). Over 86 percent of
minority students attended schools in High N/RC
Districts, while nine percent attended schools in
Average N/RC Districts and four percent attended
schools in Low N/RC Districts.

I —
TABLE 3.4
RACIAL/ETHNIC ENROLLMENT
PERCENTAGES BY NEED/RESOURCE
CAPACITY CATEGORY
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Poverty

Poverty has a pervasive effect on children’s
physical, emotional, and cognitive health. Research
has documented that low-income children are more
likely than others to go without necessary food,
shelter, and health care; less likely to be in good
preschool programs or day care settings; and more
likely to be retained in school, drop out, become
teenaged parents, and be unemployed.! Despite
the inability of schools to control the economic situl’]
ation of their students, this report documents the
relationship between poverty and achievement for
two reasons. First, society has a responsibility to
ensure that all children learn, regardless of their
family circumstances. Second, we hope that the
documentation of this relationship will inspire sol’]
lutions that will remove children from the devas[
tating circumstances of poverty.

Three measures are used to gauge the
percentage of very low-income students attending
schools in the State: poverty status, indicating the
percentage of students who, in the principals’
judgments, come from families on public assistance
(discussed in Part IV: Minority Issues); 1990
Census data, indicating the percentage of children
below the Federal poverty threshold; and the
percentage of free-and-reduced-price-lunch]
program applicants in the enrollment. Since the
percentage of free-and-reduced-price-lunch(]
program applicants and the Census poverty rate
were used in determining the need/resource
capacity index, high-poverty schools are, by
definition, most likely to be in High N/RC Districts.

School district poverty rates based on the 1990
Census indicate the percentage of 5- to 17-year[]
olds in families with incomes below the 1989 fed[]
eral poverty threshold, $13,924 for a family of four.
The State poverty rate was 18 percent. Accord[’
ing to the 1990 Census, 61 districts outside the Big
5 had 20 percent or more resident children living
in poverty (Table 3.5). All but one were High
N/RC Districts. In fact, three in ten High N/RC
Districts had poverty rates of 20 percent or more;
only four had Census poverty rates below 10 per]
cent. In contrast, 116 Low N/RC Districts had
Census poverty rates below five percent.
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TABLE 3.5

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF DISTRICTS IN
EACH 1990 CENSUS POVERTY CATEGORY
(5-TO 17-YEAR-OLDS IN FAMILIES BELOW
THE POVERTY LINE) BY NEED/RESOURCE
CAPACITY CATEGORY
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Another indicator of student poverty and its
concentration in schools is the number of students
participating in the free-lunch program. In Fall
2000, 43.5 percent of public school students were
eligible for free lunches; New York City and the
Large City Districts had the highest eligibility rates
(Figure 3.2). These participation rates may not re[
flect the total need for subsidized lunches. In fact,
in Fall 2000, 83 elementary schools (about three
percent) did not participate in the program or did
not provide data. In other schools, particularly sec]
ondary schools, not all students eligible to receive
subsidized lunches applied for benefits.

Figure 3.2
Percentage of K-6 Students
Eligible to Participate in the
Free-Lunch Program
by Need/Resource Capacity Category

Fall 2000
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The High N/RC Districts outside the Big 5 had
high rates of participation in the free-lunch program
in Fall 2000. More than one-half of students in ur[’
ban and suburban districts participated, as did 34.2
percent in rural districts. By definition, much
smaller percentages of students in Average and
Low N/RC Districts participated. (See Part IV:
Minority Issues for additional information on
school poverty.)

Measured by free-lunch eligibility, 1,704
schools (42 percent) had relatively low concentral’
tions of poverty; fewer than 21 percent of their stul’]
dents were eligible. On the other hand, 621 schools
(15 percent) had exceptionally high concentrations
of poverty; 81 percent or more students were elil
gible.

Endnotes

1. Clifford M. Johnson, Andrew M. Sum, and James D. Weill, Vanishing Dreams: The Economic Plight of
America’s Families (Washington, D.C.: Children’s Defense Fund, 1992).
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Table 3.2
Number and Percent of Districts, Schools, and Enrollment
by Need/Resource Capacity Category

New York State
Fall 2000
Need/Resource Districts Schools Enrollment
Capacity Category Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number Percent
High N/RC Districts
New York City 1 0.1% 1,205 28.5% | 1,048,692 36.9%
Large City Districts 4 0.5 209 4.9 126,650 4.5
Urban-Suburban 43 5.8 337 8.0 216,400 7.6
Rural 159 21.5 397 9.4 179,578 6.3
Average N/RC Districts 361 48.8 1,462 34.5 868,545 30.5
Low N/RC Districts 135 18.2 621 14.7 383,737 13.5
BOCES 38 5.1 — — 20,508 0.7
Total Public 741 100.0% 4,231 | 100.0% | 2,844,110 100.0%
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Table 3.3
Number and Percent of Public School
English Language Learners by Location

New York State
Fall 2000
Sector/Location Students
Number Percent
High N/RC Districts
New York City 187,040 17.8%
Large City Districts 10,664 8.4
Urban-Suburban 14,860 6.9
Rural 1,317 0.7
Average N/RC Districts 15,570 1.8
Low N/RC Districts 8,362 2.2
Total Public 237,813 8.4%

Note: Includes students who score at or below the 40th percentile on an English
language assessment instrument approved by the Commissioner of Education.
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Table 3.4
Racial/Ethnic Group Enrollment Percentages

by Need/Resource Capacity Category

New York State
Fall 2000
Percent Percent
Need/Resource Total Percent Percent American Asian and | Percent
Capacity Category Enrollment Black Hispanic Indian/Alaskan Pacific White
Native Islander
High N/RC Districts
New York City 1,048,692 35.0% 37.9% 0.3% 11.7% 15.2%
Large City Districts 126,650 51.6 18.9 0.8 23 26.4
Urban-Suburban 216,400 30.9 16.2 0.3 2.0 50.5
Rural 179,578 2.9 2.4 1.3 0.6 92.8
Average N/RC Districts 868,545 6.2 53 0.4 2.0 86.1
Low N/RC Districts 383,737 2.8 43 0.1 5.5 87.3
BOCES 20,508 14.1 6.1 04 1.5 77.8
Total Public 2,844,110 20.1% 18.4% 0.4% 6.0% 55.1%
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3 Resources

Children who have been placed at risk by pov[]
erty, homelessness, poor nutrition, or inadequate
care, often require special educational and support
services to master basic competencies. Expendil’
tures per pupil, teacher characteristics, and the
availability of microcomputers and library books
are indicators of the instructional program districts
are able to provide.

School Finance

Table 3.6 demonstrates variations in average
expenditures per pupil in 1999-2000 among catego(]
ries. In general, Low N/RC Districts spent the
most, $13,173 or 119 percent of the State average.
Large City Districts had the next highest average
expenditure ($11,919), followed by Urban-
Suburban High N/RC Districts ($11,441) and Av(]
erage N/RC Districts ($10,770). Rural High N/RC
Districts had the lowest average expenditure
($10,197), 92 percent of the State average. New
York City had the second lowest average expen(]
diture ($10,469), 95 percent of the State average.

TABLE 3.6

PUBLIC SCHOOL EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL
UNIT, STATE REVENUE SHARE, COMBINED
WEALTH RATIO, AND PERCENT
DISTRIBUTION OF EXPENDITURES BY
NEED/RESOURCE CAPACITY CATEGORY
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State Aid Distribution

The State allocates most categories of aid to
districts in proportion to their combined wealth ra’l
tios (CWR), a measure of the district’s income and
property wealth relative to the State average
(Table 3.6). (See Part II: Longitudinal Trends
for more information.)
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In 1999-2000, the Rural High N/RC Districts
had the lowest mean CWR (0.509) and received
the largest percentage of their funding from the
State (66.9 percent). The Low N/RC Districts had
the highest average CWR (1.923) and received the
smallest percentage of their funding from the State
(21.4 percent). The average State revenue prol]
vided per pupil varied from $2,826 in the
Low N/RC Districts to $7,657 in the Large City
Districts.

The CWRs for district categories reflect call]
culations based on district property values, income,
and students in the category compared to the cor(]
responding State averages as legislated each
year. The CWRs reported in these tables may
underrepresent the true average wealth of the catl]
egory. To protect districts from the adverse efl]
fects on their State aid allocation of rapidly increas(]
ing property values, increases in property values
per pupil for individual districts were capped at 117
percent, but the uncapped amount was used to call’]
culate the State average.

Budget Allocation

Across N/RC categories, average districts all]
located roughly comparable portions of their bud[’]
gets to instruction, central administration, transpor(’]
tation, and debt service in 1999-2000 (Table 3.6).
The largest expenditure category was instruction,
which accounted for 76.0 percent of expenditures
statewide.

Central administration costs accounted for a
small percentage of total expenditures, averaging
1.8 percent statewide. Department data indicate
that central administration costs, as a percentage
of all expenses, generally diminish with increased
district size, but may constitute a five- to six-percent
share of overall expense in very small districts.
The percentage of total expenditures devoted to
transportation was 5.0 percent. Debt service (genl
erally for capital improvements) accounted for 5.3
percent of total expenditures.
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Figures 3.7 and 3.8 show ELA performance at
the four performance levels for elementary- and
middle-level students. Districts with greater capacl]
ity to meet students’ needs with local resources
have higher percentages of tested students perform[]
ing at Levels 3 and 4. The better performance of
students in the Low N/RC Districts was particul
larly evident in the percentages of students meet[’
ing or exceeding the standard. For example, 86 per[’
cent of the fourth-graders in these districts met the
standard on the ELA; 69 percent of eighth-graders
did so. In contrast, in Urban-Suburban High N/RC
Districts, only 57 percent of fourth-graders per[]
formed that well on the ELA; 35 percent of eighth-
graders did so. For each assessment, at each grade
level, there were consistently larger percentages of
students meeting the standard in districts having
lower student need to resource ratios.

Figures 3.9-3.12 show elementary- and middle-
level performance in ELA and mathematics based
on income. A greater percentage of economically
advantaged students scored at Level 3 or higher on
all four examinations. In general, the differences
between economic groups were greater at the
middle level than at the elementary level. The
greatest disparity between percentages of
advantaged and disadvantaged students was on the
middle-level mathematics examination. Fifty-two
percent of advantaged students compared with 20
percent of disadvantaged students (a difference of
32 percentage points) scored at Level 3 or higher
on the middle-level mathematics examination. It
was also on this examination, as compared with the
elementary-level ELA and mathematics and the
middle-level ELA, that the fewest students overall
scored at Level 3 or higher.

Regents Examinations

The revised graduation requirements demand
that all students strive to succeed at the Regents
level or higher. General-education students who first
entered grade 9 in 1996-97 or later were required
to score 55 or higher on the Regents examination
in English or an approved alternative to graduate.
Each succeeding ninth-grade class is required to
score 55 or higher on additional Regents examina/
tions to graduate. General-education students in the
class who entered grade 9 in 1999-2000 must score
55 or higher on Regents examinations in five ar[]
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eas—English, mathematics, global history and gel
ography, U.S. history and government, and scil]
ence. When the transition to the new graduation
requirements is complete, all students will be rel’
quired to score 65 or higher on a Regents exami[
nation in each of the five areas. (See Part I:
Overview for a description of graduation require(’]
ments.)

This section reports performance on Regents
examinations that can be used to meet these
graduation requirements. Regents examination rel’]
sults are reported in two ways. Performance is rel’]
ported as a percentage of students tested and by
student cohort (see page 6 of this report for a dis[]
cussion of cohort.) Because either the Regents
examination in sequential mathematics, course I,
or the Regents examination in mathematics A can
be used to satisfy the graduation requirement,
combined results are reported for these examinal’
tions. Similarly, combined results on the Regents
examinations in biology and living environment are
reported.

Using either of these measures, the pattern of
performance among N/RC categories found on
these Regents examinations was similar to that
found in the NYSAP. As the student need in a
district decreased in relation to its capacity to raise
resources, the percentage of students participat(]
ing in, passing, and performing with distinction on
these Regents examinations increased.

Results as a Percentage of Tested
Students

In public schools statewide, 192,000 students
took either the sequential mathematics, course I,
or the mathematics A examination between Aul]
gust 2000 and June 2001 (Figure 3.13). A similar
number took the Regents global history and gel’
ography examination (Figure 3.14). Students were
more successful on the global history than the
mathematics examinations. Of students taking the
mathematics examinations, 69 percent scored 55
or higher, compared with 90 percent on global his[]
tory and geography. While fewer students took
the Regents examination in comprehensive English,
the percentage scoring 55 or higher (90 percent)
was the same as on the global history and geog-
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